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Oh Caledonia! Our Home or Native Land?
Haldimand County’s Role in the Caledonia Land Dispute, 2005-2016
_______________________________
Abstract
In 2006, when over a dozen protesters from the Six Nations took control of the Douglas Creek
and rechristened the land Kanonhstation, the Caledonia land dispute went from being a local
clash to a national story. In recent years, land disputes between Indigenous Peoples and the
Canadian state have inaugurated much scholarly intrigue. Despite the topic’s popularity, the vast
majority of material examining land disputes looks at the role of First Nations, the federal
government, the provincial government, and provincial police departments; however, nothing
has been written on the part municipalities play in land disputes. The research questions for this
project are as follows. First, what role did the Corporation of Haldimand County play in the
Caledonia land dispute? Second, what explains municipal leaders’ responses? To explore the
historical context of the 2006 land dispute, an in-depth study of scholarly, professional, and
popular literature has been reviewed. Also, hundreds of articles from the Grand River Sachem
were consulted. The findings demonstrate that Haldimand County’s response to the Caledonia
land dispute became gradually more antagonistic towards the Indigenous protesters, federal
government, and provincial police from 2006 to 2016. The project finds that settler-colonial
theory and contested colonialism provides the necessary theoretical tools for interpreting why
Haldimand County’s leaders acted the way they did.

Subject keywords
Emergency Management, Indigenous Peoples, Intergovernmental collaboration

Geographical keywords
Haldimand County, Six Nations of the Grand River Territory
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CHAPTER ONE
_______________________________
Douglas Creek Estates: More than a Few Acres of Snow
Introduction
In the opening lines of David Marshall’s history of Haldimand County, the former provincial
superior court justice wrote: “Haldimand County . . . is a small pastoral county of some 44,000
people. It is a rural county, a peaceful place, and its population has changed little in the last
century . . . It is a land of fields and forest that lies in the most southerly part of Canada . . . It is a
beautiful land and has a clement climate. Much more kind than most of the rest of Canada.”1 Yet
Marshall’s idyllic depiction of this rural municipality would not be his lasting image of his
hometown. In 2006 the County would be plunged into chaos when several dozen Indigenous
protesters from the neighbouring Six Nations of the Grand River reserve took control of the forty
hectares of land which Henco Industries LTD was developing into a residential community.2
What began initially as a peaceful protest against centuries of theft of Indigenous lands erupted
into an ethnic conflict in which neighbour turned against neighbour, deeply imbedded systemic
racism was demonstrated by public and community figures, and a man was nearly murdered in
his own home.3 Today, Caledonia has become synonymous with other communities, such as
Ipperwash and Oka, which have become embroiled in major land disputes in Canada.4

1.
2.

3.
4.

Christie Blatchford, Helpless: Caledonia’s Nightmare of Fear and Anarchy, and How the Law Failed All of
Us (Toronto: Doubleday Canada, 2000), 21.
Timothy C. Wingard, “Your Home on Native Land? Conflict and Controversy at Caledonia and the Six
Nations of the Grand River,” in Blockades or Breakthroughs? Aboriginal Peoples Confront the Canadian
State, ed. Yale D. Belanger and P. Whitney Lackenbauer (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 2014), 412.
Norm Desjardins, “Making Meaning of the 2006 Territorial Conflict in Caledonia and Reflecting Upon the
Future of the Impacted Communities” (M.A. Thesis, St. Paul’s University, 2017), 3.
Desjardins, “Making Meaning of the 2006 Territorial Conflict in Caledonia and Reflecting Upon the Future
of the Impacted Communities” 3-4.
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Research Questions, Central Argument, and Importance of Study
The main research questions of this project are: how did Haldimand County respond to the
Caledonia land dispute and what might explain the County’s responses over the course of the
conflict? The answer to the first question is: over the course of the Caledonia land dispute,
Haldimand County’s politicians gradually became more aggressive towards the Indigenous
protesters, and federal and provincial governments. The summary of the municipal response is as
follows. Prior to the land dispute, Haldimand’s officials were largely indifferent to the Six
Nations and only interacted with them when the law required consultation. When the protesters
first took control of Douglas Creek Estates, the Mayor stressed the need for residents to be
patient; however, as violence escalated, so too did defamatory rhetoric. At the climax of the
conflict, the local government pressured senior levels of government to compensate its
community for its suffering and to use force as necessary to suppress the uprising. After 2009, a
new mayor was elected who took a far more aggressive approach than his predecessor. Once in
power, Mayor Ken Hewitt directed municipal staff to destroy the barricades which the protesters
erected around Douglas Creek Estates, despite the provincial police refusing to participate. Also,
the new Mayor supported a new residential development by Empire Homes despite concerns
from both the traditional and elected chiefs.
To make sense of these trends, this paper draws upon theories of settler colonialism to
construct a framework for understanding why local government officials acted so negatively
towards the protestors. This framework consists of four bodies of literature that shed different
analytical light on this dispute. Three doctrines from the literature are heavily drawn upon. First,
the Peacemaker myth; second, Othering the Six Nations; and third, the Society of Control. These
three ideas are useful for explaining the hostility of Haldimand County officials demonstrated

6
towards the Six Nations. Their response is similar to the reactions that other Canadian
governments have had towards other Indigenous communities in Canada. This paper also draws
upon the concept of contested colonialism to help understand why Haldimand County officials
were not only hostile to the protesters but also towards the colonial order that they are also a part
of.
The primary reason this study of the Caledonia land dispute is needed is because there
has yet to be a scholarly analysis of the role of the municipality in the conflict. Although there
have been many studies published on Indigenous-settler land disputes in Canada, nearly all of
this work has focused exclusively on the role of the federal and provincial governments.
Municipalities, however, have had important roles to play in many of these disputes, influencing
not only outcomes, but the processes of conflict and conflict resolution as well. For instance,
municipal decisions regarding development are often the catalyst for land disputes such as in
Oka where the village decided to permit the building of a golf course and luxury condominium
complex on a property that the Mohawks claimed to be a sacred burial ground.5
Context and History
The Caledonia Dispute erupted in 2006, however the events which transpired in the twenty-first
century are rooted in hundreds of years of Canadian history. The history of the Grand River is a
multifaceted and complicated one so only the most essential elements will be recounted here.
The forty hectares of land currently under dispute are part of the territories that the Crown
originally granted to the six Indigenous nations led by Chief Joseph Brant, who fought with the

5.

Harry Swain, Oka: A Political Crisis and Its Legacy (Vancouver: Douglas & McIntyre, 2010), 65.
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British during the American Revolution.6 The original homeland of the Mohawk, Oneida,
Onondaga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Tuscarora was in the State of New York, but because the
Americans had won the War of Independence, the Six Nations were forced to seek refuge in
British dominions.7 As a sign of gratitude for the Six Nations’ valour during the war, Frederick
Haldimand issued what came to be known as the Haldimand Proclamation, which provided six
miles on both sides of the Grand River as a new homeland for the Six Nations. The Haldimand
Proclamation declared:
Whereas His Majesty having been pleased to direct that in consideration of the early
attachment to his cause manifested by the Mohawk Indians, and of the loss of their
settlement which they thereby sustained-- that a convenient tract of land under his
protection should be chosen as a safe and comfortable retreat for them and others of the
Six Nations, who have either lost their settlements within the Territory of the American
States, or wish to retire from them to the British -- I have at the earnest desire of many of
these His Majesty's faithful Allies purchased a tract of land from the Indians situated
between the Lakes Ontario, Erie and Huron and I do hereby in His Majesty's name
authorize and permit the said Mohawk Nation and such others of the Six Nation Indians
as wish to settle in that quarter to take possession of and settle upon the Banks of the
River commonly called Ours . . . or Grand River, running into Lake Erie, allotting to
them for that purpose six miles deep from each side of the river beginning at Lake Erie
and extending in that proportion to the head of the said river, which them and their
posterity are to enjoy for ever.8
Disputes about the precise size of the lands given to the Six Nations emerged immediately after
the proclamation with the British surveys concluding that the grant was to be 674,910 acres,
while the Six Nations argued the area should be over 950,000 acres.9

6.
7.
8.
9.

J.R. Miller, Skyscrapers Hide the Heavens: A History of Indian-White Relations in Canada, Third Edition
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000), 76.
Robert S. Allen, His Majesty’s Indian Allies: British Indian Policy in the Defence of Canada, 1774 – 1815
(Toronto: Dundurn, 1992), 60.
Barbara Graymont, The Iroquois in the American Revolution (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1972),
299.
Wingard, “Your Home on Native Land?” 412.
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Relations between the Indigenous peoples and settlers became increasingly complicated
as Joseph Brant began selling or leasing large swaths of land to European settlers. The plots that
were leased to the British were meant to be held in trust for the Six Nations. However, the Crown
proceeded to sell these lands to European settlers and allowed squatters to settle on them. Over
the course of about 100 years, the original six miles along each side of the Grand River which
were set aside for the Six Nations was reduced through sales, lease, and outright theft to its
present postage stamp shape of 70.73 square miles.10
In 1992, after purchasing a minor residential development company, Henco Industries
took possession of the 40 hectares which it intended to develop into Douglas Creek.
Immediately, the traditional leaders of the Six Nations protested the proposed development,
claiming that they were the rightful owners of the land. In response to the development, the
traditional leaders submitted twenty-nine land claims to the federal government, all of which
were repeatedly denied. After frequently lobbying the federal, provincial, and municipal
governments to direct Henco Industries to cease all plans to develop the land, in 2006 a dozen
members of the Six Nations protesters entered the property and refused to leave.11
Research Design and Methodology
As mentioned above, the literature is generally silent on the role of municipalities in Indigenous
land disputes. As a result, my research design was inductive and iterative, drawing upon existing
literature on Indigenous land disputes and on the Caledonia dispute itself to develop a framework
for analyzing the conflict. This research project did not involve any interviews or surveys of
participants in the dispute. University regulations classify First Nations communities as
10. Wingard, “Your Home on Native Land?” 420.
11. Wingard, “Your Home on Native Land?” 421.
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vulnerable populations due to the past and present injustices they have suffered. As a
consequence, the ethical standards for interviewing First Nations’ members are very high, which
are not amenable to the strict timelines and deadlines of the MPA major research paper.12 As
well, other scholars suggest that researchers should avoid interviewing Indigenous participants in
disputes due to the potential for causing emotional distress. 13
Despite not collecting interview data, my research benefited from extensive primary and
secondary sources on the conflict. In particular, I engaged in discourse analysis of hundreds of
newspaper articles written during the Caledonia land dispute. When I began my project, I spent
several days in the archives of the local newspaper in Caledonia, The Grand River Sachem. I
took pictures of the over 300 articles written about the Caledonia land dispute during the period
it was occurring. I proceeded to read each individual article to find mention of municipal
responses such as comments made by elected officials during interviews and official direction to
staff in response to the conflict. Likewise, a Six Nations activist group called Six Nations
Solidarity has digitally archived hundreds of newspaper articles from a variety of different
companies which were involved in the land dispute. These online resources were similarly
examined. Finally, I collected and analyzed the Haldimand County council records for the fifty
meetings which occurred over the course of the occupation.
Note on Nomenclature
In this paper, a number of terms are used to refer to the first inhabitants of the continent.
Historically, words like Indians were pejoratively applied to the First Nations by European

12. Bagela Chilisa, Indigenous Research Methodologies (Los Angeles: Sage, 2012), 3.
13. Laura DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia: Aboriginal Land Rights and the Rule of Law (Vancouver: University
of British Columbia Press, 2011), 15.
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settlers. Today, Indian is widely regarded as disparaging so it is used as sparingly as possible in
this paper. It should be noted that the term Indian is legal term in much of Canadian legislation,
and so it only appears when referencing government documents.14
Another word that has been used to refer to the First Nations is Aboriginal. The term
grew in popularity after the Second World War and was used to identify First Nations, Inuit, and
Métis during the 1980s and 1990s. Today, although not derogatory, the term has fallen out of
popularity because it originated from settlers to describe the original inhabitants. As such, this
paper avoids this term except in certain instances when it is used by the academic literature
published prior to 2010.15
Instead, in this paper I use the names of the specific nations as much as possible, such as
the Six Nations, Haudenosaunee and Mohawk. When it is necessary to refer to First Nations,
Inuit, and Métis collectively, the term Indigenous peoples is used which is consistent with
current academic and popular terminology and practices.16
Finally, I wish to clarify the terminology used to describe the various actors in the paper.
During the Caledonia land dispute, members of the Six Nations called themselves freedom
fighters and referred to Douglas Creek Estate as Kanonhstation. In contrast, the municipal
governments and much of the Canadian media referred to the freedom fighters as occupiers and
continued using the developer’s name for the disputed property, which was Douglas Creek.17 In

14. Chelsea Vowel, Indigenous Writers: A Guide to First Nations, Metis, and Inuit Issues in Canada
(Winnipeg: Highwater Press, 2016), 27.
15. Alan Cairns, Citizen Plus: Aboriginal Peoples and the Canadian State (Vancouver: University of British
Columbia Press, 2000), 14.
16. Louis A. Knafla, “‘This is Our Land’: Aboriginal Title as Customary and Common Law in Comparative
Contexts,” in Aboriginal Title and Indigenous Peoples: Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, ed. Louis A.
Knafla and Jaljo Wastra (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 2010), 21.
17. Laura Alice DeVries, “What’s at Stake on (Un)Common Ground? The Grand River Haudenosaunee and
Canada in Caledonia, Ontario” (master’s thesis, The University of British Columbia, 2009), 26.
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this paper, I have elected to use the terms that the municipality used (e.g., the occupation rather
than reclamation; protesters rather than freedom fighters; and Douglas Creek rather than
Kanonhstation). The choice to use the municipality’s terminology is not a reflection of any
normative judgment on my part about the actors and lands involved in the dispute. Instead, I
have chosen to use the settler terminology mainly because this research is focused on analyzing
how municipalities responded to land disputes.
Outline of Project
Chapter one introduced the topic, its importance, the research question, and its data and
methodology. Chapter two reviews the existing literature and outlines the different theoretical
approaches that others have applied to the Caledonia land dispute. It also presents the two
theoretical perspectives I will be drawing upon: settler-colonialism and contested colonialism.
Chapter three gives a historical description of the municipal response to the Caledonia land
dispute from 2005 to 2016. Chapter four uses settler-colonialism and contested colonialism to
explain why the municipality acted the way it did. The final chapter concludes by summarizing
the findings, identifying the project’s contribution to the academic literature and the project’s
weaknesses, before briefly touching on ways Indigenous-municipal inter-governmental
relationships could have been improved during the Caledonia land dispute.
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CHAPTER TWO
_______________________________
A Land Filled with Literature
Introduction
In this chapter, I review the literature on the Caledonia land dispute and present the theoretical
framework I will use to interpret the history. The Caledonia land dispute is one of the most
chaotic episodes in Crown-Indigenous relations and is now synonymous with other contentious
land disputes like Oka, Ipperwash, and Burnt Church. As a result, it has been subject to a variety
of scholarly and popular research.18 To date, four monographs have been published on the topic
with two of these texts coming from university presses and the others being works of popular
literature. Similarly, over a dozen academic journal articles and graduate dissertations cover the
Caledonia land dispute.19 While all the sources briefly mention important municipal leaders, such
as Mayor Trainer, nothing has been written that focuses exclusively on the role of the local
government in the dispute and only a few theoretical approaches have been applied.
The chapter will begin with a review of the literature on the Caledonia land dispute by
categorizing the different approaches writers have used into three schools of thought: critical
theory, Euro-centric approach, and judicatory analysis. Next, I describe a new concept, contested
colonialism, which has been designed by Jerald Sabin to analyze the complex ways that settler
governments use colonialism to bring colonies to the Canadian north and to challenge elements
of that system. The chapter will end by presenting a framework and a set of concepts for
analyzing the character and nature of the local government’s responses to the dispute over time.

18. Edward J. Hedican, Ipperwash: The Tragic Failure of Canada’s Aboriginal Policy (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2013), 127.
19. Theresa McCarthy, In Divided Unity: Haudenosaunee Reclamation at Grand River (Tuscon: The
University of Arizona Press, 2016), 318.
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Critical Theory
One body of literature draws heavily on critical theory to analyze the Caledonia land dispute.
Critical theorists seek to identify structural systems of oppression before laying out the various
ways of deconstructing them. This theoretical approach has its roots in the ideas of the
nineteenth-century philosopher, Karl Marx, who argued in Das Kapital that humanity is divided
into classes in which the indigent working class – called the proletariat – are subjected to the
powerful and wealthy owners of the factories – known as the bourgeoisie.20 While the founders
of the critical school, such as Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adoro, and Herbert Marcuse, owed
much to their Marxist intellectual ancestors, they also shifted the focus away from economic
determinism towards societal critique.21 Overall, critical theorists seek to show how society is
made up of cultural and structural systems of power and to find ways of helping people
overcome systems of subjugation.22
Scholars like Theresa McCarthy, Michael J. Mascarenhas23, and Jody Graydon24 have
used critical theory in their own works to interpret the Caledonia land dispute. These thinkers
conceptualize the history of Indigenous-settler relations as essentially being driven by a power
imbalance between Canadian settlers and Indigenous peoples who have been systematically
oppressed through particular cultural constructions of knowledge and political institutions. For

20. Losu do Domenico, Class Struggle: A Political and Philosophical History (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2016), 4.
21. David Held, Introduction to Critical Theory: Horkheimer to Habermas (Oxford: University of California
Press, 1980), 15.
22. David Gartman, Culture, Class, and Critical Theory: Between Bourdieu and the Frankfurt School (New
York: Routledge, 2013), xi.
23. Michael J. Mascarenhas, “Where the Waters Divide: Neoliberal Racism, White Privilege and
Environmental Injustice,” Race, Gender & Class 23, iss. ¾ (2016): 8.
24. Jody Graydon, “Aboriginal Representation in the Canadian News Media: Socio-Semiotic Analysis of the
Media Representation of Aboriginals in the Caledonia land dispute and of its Relevance for the
Understanding of the Identity of this Group in Canadian Society,” (master’s thesis, University of Ottawa,
2008), 1-8.

14
example, the residential schools were established to forcibly assimilate Haudenosaunee children
into Canadian culture, and the Six Nations’ band council was designed to replace the traditional
Indigenous governments with a colonial one.25 To combat this imbalance, these writers construct
a narrative of Caledonia that privileges Indigenous voices over settler ones. Theresa McCarthy’s
book on Caledonia, for instance, criticizes the ways Canadian governments and Western media
used the racialized myths of the Haudenosaunee's inherent factionalism to dismiss the claims
made by the protesters from the Six Nations. As a corrective to these myths, her book attempts to
liberate the Iroquois scholarship from Western hegemony by re-telling the story of the Grand
River land dispute from an Indigenous worldview.26
Eurocentric Approach
A second body of literature on Caledonia employs a Euro-centric approach to analyzing the
dispute. Writers from this perspective emphasize how the residents of Caledonia were victims of
progressive governments whose ideology of identity politics motivated and allowed the
protesters from the Six Nations to occupy Douglas Creek Estates indefinitely. According to
writers in this line of thinking, the government’s identity politics approach is reflected in how
Indigenous peoples were free to violate some laws such as the disruption of peace, while settlers
were arrested for similar actions.
Similarly, the police are portrayed in this literature as promulgating a two-tier justice
system in which non-Indigenous people were arrested for breaking Canadian laws, while
Indigenous protesters went unpunished for violating those same laws. Whereas critical theory

25. John S. Milloy, A National Crime: The Canadian Government and the Residential School System
(Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press, 2011)
26. McCarthy, In Divided Unity, 18.
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privileges and emphasizes the importance of an Indigenous point of view, the Euro-centric
approach takes the opposite view and stresses the experiences of non-Indigenous Canadians who
opposed the occupation. Writers who have adopted this approach and point of view include
Christie Blatchford27 and Gary McHale28.
Both Blatchford and McHale have published books with virtually the same thesis –
although Blatchford’s work is regarded, even by her opponents, as a competent piece of
journalistic writing, whereas McHale’s book is basically an ideologically-driven manifesto
against the Ontario Provincial Police and the Six Nations community.29 Both authors frame the
story of Caledonia around the idea of the Canadian government failing to evenly apply Canadian
law to all citizens – Indigenous and settler.30 The authors frame the government actors' refusal to
end the dispute as stemming from an overcorrection to previous governments’ failure to end the
Ipperwash Crisis in 1995. Blatchford argues that the Canadian government and provincial police
were so crippled with fear of the possibility of causing the death of a protesters, like what
happened during the Ipperwash Crisis with Dudley George, that they refused to take any action
to end this dispute.31 The Euro-centric approach portrays the non-Indigenous residents of
Caledonia as guiltless victims who reacted badly towards Indigenous peoples because of the
violence caused by the Six Nations or because they were frustrated with the Ontario Provincial
Police’s response to the land dispute.

27. Blatchford, Helpless.
28. Gary McHale, Victory in the No-Go Zone: Winning the Fight Against Two-Tier Policing (St. Catharines:
Freedom Press, 2013.
29. Blatchford, Helpless, 21.
30. McHale, Victory in the No-Go Zone, 11.
31. Blatchford, Helpless, 138.
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Judicatory Analysis
Other writers have taken a judicatory approach to their analysis of the events. The primary author
to use this kind of approach is Laura DeVries,32 who argues that the Grand River land dispute is
really about competing, but equally valid, notions of law and justice. 33 Like critical theory, the
judicatory school makes normative claims about right and wrong, but takes a more balanced
approach. Rather than emphasizing the protestors as victims and the Canadian government as
oppressors, judicial thinkers frame these disputes as a story about competing worldviews. 34
Because the Six Nations protestors and the Caledonia residents had such different foundational
presuppositions about truth, justice, law, and land, the two groups could not understand each
other.35 Moreover, writers using judicatory analysis reject the Euro-centric view which depicts
the Indigenous protesters as criminals for violating Canadian law. Instead, these authors discuss
how during the Caledonia land dispute, both Indigenous peoples and settlers were being faithful
to their own cultural constructions of law.36 In essence, at the heart of the Caledonia land dispute
is a competition between worldviews; municipal and Six Nations government actors were unable
to have healthy dialogue because they interpret the world very differently. As a result, both
groups simply talked past each other and were unable to engage in constructive dialogue.37

32.
33.
34.
35.

McCarthy, In Divided Unity, 36.
DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia, 128.
DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia, 92.
I opt to use the term judicatory rather than the word law, because DeVries emphasise the normative nature
of justice over the technical application of the legal system.
36. DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia, 1-7.
37. DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia, 144.
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Contested Colonialism
Over the past decade, critical theory, Euro-centrism, and judicatory analysis have been used to
study the Caledonia land dispute. Critical theory seeks to identify the structural system of
oppression settlers and colonial governments used to oppress the Six Nations during the
reclamation of its traditional lands. Eurocentrism stresses how Caledonia’s residents were
victims of governments and police services that had refused to forcibly impose Canadian law on
the Six Nations protesters. Judicatory analysis emphasizes how Canadian and Indigenous
understandings of law and justice prevented fruitful negotiation from occurring during the crisis.
While these three approaches are useful for analyzing why Haldimand County’s response to the
land dispute was at times consistent with the responses of other Canadian governments, they do
not help us understand the instances where the County differed in its response. In the following
section, I describe Jerald Sabin’s concept of contested colonialism and explain it is useful for
explaining the County’s response over the course of the dispute and how it differed from the
responses from the other levels of Canadian government.
Contested colonialism is a concept created by Jerald Sabin, an assistant professor of
politics and international studies at Bishop’s University and an expert in Indigenous-settler
intergovernmental relations. Sabin applies his concept of contested colonialism to the political
development of Yukon Territory and the Northwest Territories. He asks: how did the
governments of Yukon and the Northwest Territories come to operate in a similar manner to
other Canadian governments?38 Contested colonialism describes how sometimes in Canadian
political history non-Indigenous actors are concurrently subjects that transport colonialism, while

38. Jerald Jeffery Devlin Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: The Rise of Settler Politics in Yukon and the
Northwest Territories” Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Toronto, 2016, 67.
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also challenging aspects of that same colonial system.39 When settlers arrive, settle, and annex
Indigenous spaces, they attempt to recreate the colonial system in which they originated, while at
the same time actively disregarding and challenging certain elements of that same imperial
culture and tradition. In other words, settlers in these situations both support and challenge
colonialism. According to Sabin, colonialism involves the subjection of people and territory by
an external power. Settler colonialism, in contrast, is when a native population is not only ruled
by a foreign authority, but immigrants from the foreign authority arrive in the territory to replace
the original inhabitants.40
In these two territories, the settlers brought the colonial order to the north by establishing
a parliamentary system rooted in Canadian notions of liberalism and capitalism. The political
system was liberal since it was democratically elected by its non-Indigenous settlers, and it was
capitalist since it operated in a free-market economy. Even though Canadian settlers created
political structures that conformed to the Canadian colonial architecture, they also challenged
elements of this political system in two major ways. First, settlers contested the political and
economic system by demanding the end of the federal government’s ability to appoint a colonial
administrator who could unilaterally veto legislation and enforce policies without the consent of
the territorial legislature. Second, they constructed their relationship with the federal government
as a colonial one in which the territorial settlers were powerless subjects of a far-off foreign
colonial bureaucracy.41 The political elites in the Canadian North opted to describe themselves as
colonized for two reasons. First, the language of colonization was used to mobilize the settlers

39. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: The Rise of Settler Politics in Yukon and the Northwest Territories,” 39.
40. Jerald Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: Responsible Government and Political Development in Yukon,”
Canadian Journal of Political Science 47, no. 2 (2014): 376.
41. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: The Rise of Settler Politics in Yukon and the Northwest Territories” 67-75.
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against the federal bureaucracy who did not want to be seen as a subjugating the settler
population. Second, the discourse was used to challenge the federal government’s refusal to give
responsible government to the territories because Ottawa did not want to be seen as being an
oppressive force to Canadian citizens.42
Contested Colonialism and Caledonia
Sabin’s concept of contested colonialism, while developed for a different context, is useful for
helping to explain why Haldimand County’s politicians responded to the Caledonia land dispute
in some of the ways they did. Later in this paper, I will argue that the Mayor and council of
Haldimand typically behaved in ways that were consistent with the Canadian colonial order but
at times challenged the imperial system in which they were compliant. Haldimand’s leaders
supported the Canadian system by justifying their actions using a revisionist history of Canada,
othering the Six Nations, and prioritizing the Western worldview over an Indigenous one. The
Mayor and council also contested aspects of the colonial system by depicting themselves as
being colonies of the Canadian governments and Indigenous protesters, blaming the provincial
government for their suffering, and disapproving of the passive approach the police used towards
the occupiers. Similar to how the Northern settlers refused to allow the federal government to
appoint colonial commissioners to make and veto legislation without the approval of the white
population, Haldimand County refused to submit to the decision-making authority of the federal
and provincial governments.43
Like the colonial leaders of Yukon and the Northwest Territories, Haldimand County was
not interested in allowing the federal government to dictate how they interacted with their
42. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: The Rise of Settler Politics in Yukon and the Northwest Territories” 69.
43. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: Responsible Government and Political Development in Yukon,” 377.
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Indigenous neighbors. Both governments sought ways to circumvent the federal government
from granting autonomy to Indigenous peoples that the settlers themselves did not have.
Likewise, Haldimand County refused to permit the Ontario Provincial Police from making its
own decisions in regards to the land dispute as the police’s approach was seen as too sympathetic
to the Indigenous cause. Municipal leaders threatened that if the provincial police did not take a
more aggressive approach then they would replace them with a municipal police force that would
implement the County’s more hostile approach.44
Lastly, just as the settlers in the territories described themselves as being colonized to
gain sympathy from the federal government and their southern compatriots to gain increased
decision-making authority, Haldimand County’s leaders argued they too were colonial subjects
of the more autonomous federal, provincial, and Indigenous governments. The Mayor and
Council used this language of subjugation to gain access to financial resources from the federal
and provincial governments.45
Framework: Settler-Colonialism and Contested Colonialism
To guide the analysis, this paper draws upon the ideas of settler colonialism and contested
colonialism. Settler-colonialism is a concept used to describe when foreign settlers arrive, settle,
and take over Indigenous spaces. Their purpose in annexing the original inhabitants’ lands is not
only to extract wealth and resources – as was the common practice in European colonies in
Africa and Asia – but also to build a new society in the image of their European homeland.46 In
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Northern Canada, settler-colonialism involved separating the Indigenous population from the
Euro-Canadian one so that settlers could replace Indigenous institutions with ones that mimicked
their British and Canadian counterparts. Likewise, in Caledonia, settler-colonialism involved
settlers who were mostly from European descent colonizing the lands along the Grand River and
forcing the Six Nations far from their traditional lands onto colonial reserves. The settlers who
replaced the Six Nations created local governments which were modeled on the ones they were
familiar with in Europe and in other parts of Canada.
Contested colonialism refers to how sometimes in history, settlers and their leaders will
arrive in Indigenous lands, conquer them, and remake them. These settlers, however, do not
always copy all aspects of the imperial structure but instead also challenge certain aspects which
they perceive to be a threat to their autonomy, which may be connected to any overly generous
concessions made to the Indigenous peoples in the region.47
In Yukon and the Northwest Territories, the factors that caused settlers to challenge the
colonial order were the following three events. First, local leaders believed Ottawa had too much
control which in turn was preventing them from achieving economic prosperity. Second,
residents did not like being subject to the whims of a government which was geographically
distant and unfamiliar with life in the North. Third, the settlers were envious of the Indigenous
population receiving the kind of economic self-determination and autonomy through treaties that
non-Indigenous people also wanted.48
Similarly, the leaders of Haldimand County emulated and embraced many elements of
Canadian colonialism, while also challenging parts of that system. First, Haldimand’s leaders
47. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: Responsible Government and Political Development in Yukon,” 376.
48. Sabin, “Contested Colonialism: Responsible Government and Political Development in Yukon,” 377.

22
demanded compensations for the provincial and federal governments’ mismanagement of the
system as it related to Indigenous land claims. Second, municipal officials challenged the
provincial government’s policy of not directing the provincial police to use violence to end the
occupation. Municipal politicians wanted the authority to address the dispute in a manner that
would protect and enhance the autonomy and economic interests of members of Haldimand
County in a way that the provincial government was not able or willing to do.49
Why Settler-Colonialism and Contested Colonialism for this Case Study?
Contested colonialism is useful for analyzing the Caledonia land dispute for a number of reasons,
one being that it neatly synthesizes the insights of critical theory, the Euro-centric approach, and
judicatory analysis while also improving on their weaknesses. To begin, critical theory rightfully
notes that an architectonic critique is required when studying Indigenous people inside the
Canadian state. By architectonic critique, I mean an understanding that parts of the Canadian
political, legal, and cultural architecture have been misdirected to privilege settlers and
disenfranchise Indigenous peoples. Thus, Haldimand County’s negative response to the
occupation is inevitable since municipalities – as settler institutions – are created mainly to serve
the interest of their non-Indigenous inhabitants. Contested colonialism shares this assumption but
improves upon critical theory by accounting for why Haldimand’s response was not always in
line with other Canadian governments. Within classical Marxist theory, it is assumed that
municipal leaders would act the same as other colonial political inventions; however, as the
Caledonia case demonstrates, this does not always happen. My use of contested colonialism will
demonstrate that the leaders of Caledonia, while typically supportive of a colonial system that

49. Mike Pearson, “Cooler Heads Prevail at Caledonia Rally,” Grand River Sachem (Haldimand County), May
5, 2006.
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excludes the Six Nations from their land, did not approve of how other Canadian governments
attempted to fulfill some of the protesters’ demands.
The Euro-centric approach is somewhat useful in this project because it provides us with
tools for understanding how the settlers and other Canadian political actors viewed themselves,
allowing them to explain their own motives rather than writers asserting what their motives were
years after the dispute. Despite the irony of settlers feeling colonized by a subjugated population,
Blatchford’s journalism reveals this was how Caledonia residents and municipal leaders
genuinely felt about their situation. While one must avoid privileging the Mayor and council’s
settler narrative, villainizing them is equally unhelpful. Sabin’s concept is more useful in this
case because it still acknowledges the privileged position of settlers. While Sabin avoids a
hermeneutic of suspicion, which assumes the worst of colonial actors, he recognizes that
Blatchford’s call for Canadian law as the benchmark for evaluating actors is inherently flawed
and Euro-centric.
Finally, judicatory analysis helpfully emphasizes how differences in the Six Nations and
Canadian worldviews contributed to the escalation of violence during the land dispute. DeVries’s
work goes beyond how the Canadian political architecture is designed by its creators by looking
into the foundational principles which are the basis for those institutions. However, judicatory
analysis is too normative and law-focused to be useful by itself in studying the municipal
response. The purpose of my research is not to make a moral judgement about the Mayor and
council’s decisions as DeVries does. Instead, I want to recount what occurred and leave it to
future scholars to determine the ethical validity of the municipal choices. Additionally, DeVries
focuses exclusively on the Haudenosaunee and Canadian legal codes; in contrast, I am interested
in the discourse local government politicians used and the concrete actions they took in response
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to the crisis. Contested colonialism takes a more expansive view of the colonial system. Instead
of looking exclusively at how the different understanding of laws contributed to the dispute as
the judicatory approach does, contested colonialism provides a more wholistic view of the
actions and motivations of the municipal actors.
Conclusion
While the different approaches used to study Caledonia have various strengths and weaknesses,
settler-colonial theory and contested colonialism are used in this paper to investigate the
municipal response to the Caledonia land dispute. Settler-colonial theory allows readers to
understand that because Haldimand County is a part of the Canadian imperial system it tends to
behave in a way that is consistent with other Canadian governments. However, because
Haldimand officials near the end of the occupation deviated from other governmental
approaches, another concept is needed to explain the difference. Contested colonialism assumes
colonial institutions often act in similar fashion; however, when the native populations are
perceived as receiving special benefits from the more senior levels of imperial government, then
the junior branches tend to rebel. In the chapter, I will chronologically walk through how
Haldimand County’s mayor and council interacted with the Six Nations before, during, and after
the land dispute.
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CHAPTER THREE
_______________________________
Mayors, Developers, and Freedom Fighters
From 2005 to 2016, Haldimand County’s responses to the Caledonia land dispute became
increasingly hostile as the municipality’s elected officials gradually turned against the
Indigenous protesters, the federal government, and even each other. Two speeches from Marie
Trainer – who was mayor of Haldimand County from 2003 to 2010 – perhaps best represent how
the municipality’s approach shifted over time.50 When the occupation first started in February
2006 the Mayor proclaimed: “All I can hope, is that . . . after this is all over, we're still going to
be friends, neighbours and family."51 By April 2006 Trainer’s language of optimism had changed
to apocalyptic prognostications: “All of Canada is under attack. Caledonia is just the pilot
project.”52
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed account of the actions of one of the
stakeholders in the Caledonia land dispute: The Corporation of Haldimand County. The chapter
seeks to shed light on something that has not received much attention in the scholarly literature,
which is the various ways in which the elected leaders of Haldimand County responded to the
conflict as it evolved over time. Analysis of these events will be kept at a minimum as the
following chapter takes on this task.

50. “Marie Trainer out of Haldimand,” Hamilton Spectator, October 25, 2010.
51. Jennifer Graham, “Talks on Caledonia, Ont., Land Dispute on Break after 2 Long Sessions,” Ottawa
Citizen (Ottawa), April 23, 2006.
52. Neil Dring, “Natives Stall Another Housing Project,” Grand River Sachem (Haldimand County), May 25,
2007.
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53

The main argument of this chapter is that Haldimand County’s reaction to the Caledonia
land dispute became more confrontational as the dispute unfolded. To illustrate this argument,
the chapter begins by identifying the external and internal factors which led to Haldimand
County approving the Douglas Creek Estates development, a decision that neatly captures the
municipality’s general indifference towards the concerns of Six Nations. Next, the initial
reactions of municipal leaders to the occupation are explored. As violence escalated during the
Caledonia land dispute, municipal behaviour shifted from being largely passive to become far
more active. It was during the active phase that Haldimand’s leaders began to openly criticize
both Indigenous peoples collectively and the Six-Nations leaders specifically and place increased
demands on senior governments. After describing the discourse used by the Mayor and her
associates, the chapter analyzes the concrete actions the corporation undertook to mitigate the

53. Map of the disputed territory. Source: McCarthy, In Divided Unity, XXII.
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effects of the dispute before ending with a brief description of how the municipality has acted
towards the Six Nations since 2006.
Before the Conflict – Events until 2006
The commonly accepted start date of the Caledonia land dispute is February 28, 2006 when a
group of mostly Indigenous protestors – largely originating from the Six Nations of the Grand
River Territory – forced the employees of Henco Industries off of Douglas Creek Estates before
rechristening the land, Kanonhstation.54 To fully understand these events, it is important to
document how Haldimand County’s leaders related to the Six Nations community prior to the
occupation. The external and internal factors which motivated the corporation to approve a new
major residential development on the traditional lands of Six Nations is illustrative of the lack of
interest and knowledge that local government leaders had towards the Six Nations community
prior to 2006.
There were a number of external and internal factors that facilitated Haldimand County’s
approval of the Douglas Creek Estates. One important external factor was the Places to Grow
Act, 2005, which the Ontario Government under the leadership of Premier Dalton McGuinty had
passed in 2004. The legislation outlined the provincial government’s intention to encourage
massive population and economic growth in the province and identified certain municipalities for
where the development was intended to occur. One of these communities was Haldimand
County. The Act predicted the population of Haldimand would grow from 45,000 in 2005 to
56,000 by 2031.55

54. DeVries, “What’s at Stake on (Un)Common Ground?” 26.
55. DeVries, Conflict in Caledonia, 158.

28
The members of Haldimand County’s council had mixed reactions to the Places to Grow
Act. Craig Ashvaugh, one of the city councillors, approved of the legislation while many of his
colleagues were less enthused.56 Councillor Jo-Ann Cole was deeply concerned about the
province forcing Haldimand County into a one-size-fits-all plan. Minutes from the March 6,
2006 council meeting reflect how the members of the Council were unconvinced that Haldimand
could meet the new legislation’s onerous requirement even if Douglas Creek Estates was filled to
capacity. Councillors were anxious about the municipality being burdened with the mandate to
increase urban sprawl, improve transportation, attract new businesses, improve infrastructure,
and encourage people to settle in the community.57
Despite these concerns, Haldimand County politicians felt pressured to accept the Places
to Grow Act and make decisions that would increase the municipality’s population and expedite
the approval process for proposed developments.58 This pressure from the provincial government
to make pro-development decisions was an important reason for why Henco Industries’ plan to
build Douglas Creek Estates was so quickly approved by the County in 2005. On January 14,
2005, Councillor Tony Dalimonte complained about the Provincial government forcing
Haldimand to adopt pro-development policies saying, “They [Provincial Government] don’t
understand what we have out here. We have to keep harping on this, this is vitally important to
the County.”59 Councillors saw Douglas Creek Estates as a convenient way for Haldimand
County to meet the requirements of the Places to Grow Act. By approving the Douglas Creek

56. Jim Knisley, “County Not Impressed with Provinces Places to Grow Plan,” Grand River Sachem, January
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development, over 250 houses would be built every year over the next twenty years, allowing the
County to easily accommodate the thousands of new residents it was expected to welcome.60
To ensure the Douglas Creek Estate development was built as planned, Council mandated
staff to fulfill the requirements for governments to consult with Indigenous peoples on matters
which could impact land or treaty rights.61 As directed, shortly after November 27, 2005, the
staff sent the Six Nations’ elected band council the plans for the proposed development and
invited commentary.62 Haldimand’s leaders proceeded with the planned development once they
received support for Douglas Creek Estates at the end of November 2005.63
Although Haldimand County had secured the support of the elected band council, it had
not made any efforts to notify the hereditary chiefs or clan mothers of the Haudenosaunee, who
serve as the traditional government of the Six Nations. According to Ian Peach, an expert on
Aboriginal Law, municipalities like Haldimand County typically only consult with elected band
councils because government leaders have interpreted judicial decisions such as Haida Nation v.
British Columbia (Minister of Forests) as applying only to band councils and not to traditional
chiefs.64 When the Clan Mothers discovered Henco’s intention of building hundreds of homes on
land claimed by the Haudenosaunee on January 4, 2006, they sent a memo to the County calling
for a moratorium to be placed on all development in Haldimand County until the Grand River
Land Dispute could be resolved.65 Haldimand County officials ignored the Clan Mothers’
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request, given that they had already fulfilled what they thought were their legal obligations in
terms of consulting the local First Nation. Halting the planned development was seen as
unnecessary and could threaten the County’s ability to meet provincial obligations for being
designated a growth area.66
In addition to the external forces, Haldimand also faced a number of internal factors that
pressured the Council to approve the Douglas Creek Estates plan. The three most relevant
internal pressures were the closure of the Nanticoke power plant, the looming threat of
Haldimand’s employees going on strike, and the possibility of Dunnville and Caledonia trying to
secede from the municipality. In terms of the first factor, Nanticoke was the largest employer in
the community and provided employment for over five thousand people. With the closure of the
facility in the middle of January, the community lost a major source of property tax revenue and
residents were concerned about the loss of the high paying full-time jobs. By approving Douglas
Creek Estates, not only was Henco Industries able to hire many of the recently unemployed
labourers, but the development would also encourage new businesses to open up in hopes of
taking advantage of the growing Caledonia market.67 Economically, the County faced strong
incentives to approve the development.
Another important internal factor that encouraged the County to approve the development
was the looming threat of a strike by the Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE), which
represented the County’s public servants. Collective agreement negotiations between
management and the union were stalled, and there was talk that CUPE would embark on
corporation-wide job action. Haldimand County leadership feared that if it delayed approving
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Henco’s residential development, the potential strike could cripple the corporation’s ability to
actually implement the plans for some time. The minutes from the March 6, 2006 council
meeting mention how municipal planners had been trying to approve developments over the past
few months as quickly as possible to prevent work stoppage on pending developments like
Douglas Creek Estates. 68
The final internal factor which pushed Haldimand’s council to approve the proposed
development was the discussion by residents and the province to have the Regional Municipality
of Niagara annex Dunnville and the City of Hamilton absorb Caledonia. Residents of Dunnville
and Caledonia wanted to see growth occur more quickly and were displeased with the slow
decision-making process of their councillors. Pro-growth lobbyists in the towns saw joining the
more business-friendly neighbouring municipalities as the way to gain access to new markets.
Losing either community would have been a major loss for Haldimand since Dunnville and
Caledonia house the majority of the County’s population. To pacify the secession movements in
Caledonia, members of Haldimand’s council approved Douglas Creek Estates as a sign that the
corporation was dedicated to economic and population growth in the region.69
The County’s Initial Reaction to the Occupation – February to April 2006
During the first several months of the Douglas Creek Estates occupation, the municipality played
only a minor role in the dispute and demonstrated a collegial and apathetic attitude towards the
Six Nations and the federal government. At the onset of the Caledonia land dispute, the
municipality merely defended its decisions when communicating with the media. As it became

68. Minutes of Haldimand County Council, March 6, 2006, 9.
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evident that the Six Nations protesters were not going to abandon their cause quickly, the Mayor
and council began to use the language of friendship to emphasize the need for Caledonia
residents to be patient. In early March, tensions between the Mayor and councillors increased as
they started to blame each other for the persistence of the dispute and blamed the media for
misrepresenting who was taking a leadership role in the municipal response. These events are
described in more detail below.
Over the course of late March and early April, 2006, the council moved to justify its
actions to the media. Marie Trainer had served as mayor of Haldimand County throughout the
Caledonia land dispute. Following the onset of the occupation, the Mayor stated she was
watching the situation closely and identified herself as the lead official responsible for
responding to all media inquiries.70 Trainer’s media strategy was to defend the actions of the
Council and the developers, Don and John Henning. While being interviewed by the Hamilton
Spectator about claims that the County and the Henning brothers had not done their due
diligence in communicating with the Six Nations about the planned residential community, the
Mayor claimed the developers had completed all the County’s planning requirements and that
the former chief of the Six Nations, Roberta Jamieson, had been supportive of the project. The
Mayor also mentioned that she was supportive of the Henco representative seeking a court
injunction for the removal of the protesters.71
While the Mayor continued to provide procedural justifications to the media during this
period, the Council of Haldimand County did not release any official remarks for over sixty days
after the occupation and reclamation started. From April 22, 2006, until June 16, 2006, the Chief
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Administrative Officer published twenty-seven official news releases which served as the
Council’s official responses to the occupation and the primary means by which council
communicated with Haldimand’s citizens. The first of these news releases was issued on April
22, 2006, and simply stated that the members of the council shared the anxieties of residents, but
emphasized the need for “calm and patience [to] prevail during this difficult time to ensure the
safety of the public.”72 The press release remarked how elected officials were meeting daily
since the dispute to ensure public services were still being provided at the highest quality. It
ended with the corporation asking everyone to continue to carry out their normal activities until
the parties who were responsible for the dispute, the federal government and the Six Nations,
could negotiate a solution.73
Beyond these procedural messages, during this period, the Mayor and council also
stressed the historical friendship that existed between the people of Haldimand County and their
Indigenous neighbours. For the first three months of the occupation, nearly every official
communication from Haldimand County, regardless of the topic, included a paragraph that read:
“The Six Nations and Haldimand County residents have a long tradition of cooperation and
living in harmony. The County will continue to work with all groups to ensure this is
maintained.”74
The language of friendship and cooperation between Haldimand residents and Six
Nations members was a constant theme in the writings and comments by municipal figures at the
start of the land dispute. This language was used in two key ways. First, the idea of friendship
was used to highlight the need for all involved in the dispute to remain calm. When initial talks
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between the Six Nations, the federal government, and the provincial government fell apart,
Mayor Trainer called for Caledonians to remain patient because once the unfortunate situation
was over, the two peoples would still be neighbours and friends.75 The second reason public
officials used the language of friendship was to help ease the anxieties of a community that could
not comprehend why the Haudenosaunee would disrupt the peace. Local government official
Mike Hancock lamented how European settlers and Indigenous peoples had peacefully lived side
by side and shared the resources of the Grand River basin for centuries, but as a consequence of
the Six Nations’ actions, the relationship was deteriorating.76
When it became increasingly evident at the end of April 2006 that the Caledonia land
dispute was not going to conclude quickly or peacefully, the municipal council and mayor
became increasingly hostile toward each other. Haldimand’s politicians turned against each other
because some councillors felt the media was portraying the Mayor as the only person taking a
leadership role in solving the dispute. The councillors’ disdain for the Mayor was only increased
by some criticisms from the public that elected officials were not doing enough to restore order.77
Councillor Craig Ashbaugh took advantage of the Caledonia land dispute to openly criticize
Mayor Trainer’s leadership abilities. Within days of council releasing its official reaction to the
occupation, Ashbaugh met with various newspaper reporters and publicly denounced the work
the Mayor was doing. The Councillor stated that he was frustrated with citizens who were angry
that the council was not doing enough to mitigate the negative effects of the occupation. The
Councillor also criticized the media for publishing stories which portrayed Trainer as the only
Haldimand official who was doing anything to resolve the dispute. In Ashbaugh’s view, Trainer
75. Graham, “Talks on Caledonia, Ont., Land Dispute on Break After 2 Long Sessions.” Hamilton Spectator
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was nothing more than a figurehead who served as the spokesperson for the County. Ashbaugh
argued that contrary to media reports, it was himself and the County’s chief administrative
officer, Bill Pearce, who were the ones actually responsible for all of the major decisions the
council had made in regard to the occupation. While the Mayor was standing around looking for
photo opportunities and asking for patience in the face of chaos, Ashbaugh and Pearce were the
ones lobbying the federal and provincial governments to compensate the community for its
troubles and to invite the traditional leaders of the Haudenosaunee to resolve the conflict.78
In reaction to Ashbaugh's attack on her, Trainer held her own interview with reporters
where she dismissed all her colleague’s criticisms and claimed that, in fact, it was Ashbaugh who
was making no effort to restore peace. The Mayor commented: “I don’t recall [Ashbaugh]
making one suggestion.”79 Trainer further rejected any suggestions that she was acting alone,
blaming the press for proposing she was the only public official taking the occupation seriously.
The Mayor said she could not control what the media prints and she had made them aware of the
role of her colleagues and staff.80
Defamatory Rhetoric – Late April to May 2006
After April 2006, in response to the prolonged conflict and the increased disorder that was
occurring in the area, Haldimand County’s leaders’ reactions to the occupation of Douglas Creek
Estates shifted towards an intensely anti-Indigenous tone. The Mayor, likely frustrated by the
lack of progress on ending the occupation, abandoned her message of “citizens should remain
calm” in favour of one that portrayed the protesters and the Six Nations in general as enemies.
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The Mayor began to blame the Six Nations community for the slow progress of the negotiations,
depicting the Indigenous peoples with colonial stereotypes, and accusing them of perpetrating
violence.
The first way Mayor Trainer portrayed the occupiers of Douglas Creek Estates as
enemies was by claiming that Indigenous peoples were too dysfunctional to resolve the conflict.
A central reason the Grand River Land Dispute was so challenging to resolve was disagreement
over who should be allowed to participate in the negotiations and who was responsible for
representing the various stakeholders. The federal government considered the provincial
government of Ontario responsible for ending the occupation; Prime Minister Stephen Harper
viewed the conflict as a policing matter which is a provincial jurisdiction.81 Yet the
Haudenosaunee asserted they were a sovereign nation and demanded Canada negotiate with the
Six Nations of the Grand River on a nation-to-nation basis. The organizer of the occupation,
Janie Jamieson, refused to meet with representatives of the provincial and federal governments
since the Six Nations were “allies not subjects” of the Canadian crown.82 The County and the
provincial government agreed the dispute was a federal matter as jurisdiction over “status
Indians” was clearly in the hands of the federal government. Within the Six Nations, there was
disagreement over who had the authority to speak on behalf of the community.83
To fully grasp why disagreement over who could speak on behalf of the Six Nations was
so contentious, some of the political history of the Haudenosaunee must be recounted. On the Six
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Nations reserve, there exists two governments that claim to be the legitimate representatives of
the Haudenosaunee. One form of government comes from the community’s traditional system,
which includes a grand council made up of hereditary chiefs and clan mothers and has been in
operation since the twelfth century.84 The other government is the band council, which is
comprised of an elected chief and a number of elected councillors operating under the authority
of the Indian Act, a federal piece of legislation that governs almost all aspects of life on reserves
in Canada. Over the course of the twentieth century, in order to impose colonial hegemony on
the original inhabitants of Canada, all First Nations communities were forcibly assimilated into
the Canadian imperial architecture through the Indian Act. In 1925, the federal government
directed the Royal Canadian Mounted Police to forcibly remove the hereditary chiefs from
power and replace them with an elected band council that was accountable to Ottawa. The
purpose of the federal government’s elimination of the traditional governments was to
compulsorily transform First Nations from independent nations into colonial departments of the
federal bureaucracy.85
Despite the federal government’s attempts at eradicating Indigenous political cultures,
many members of the Six Nations continue to show support and listen to their traditional leaders.
Historically, the band council has never had much support from its members. In the first election
for chief in 1926, only ten people participated, and in the election prior to the Caledonia land
dispute, not even 100 people voted. Because of the band council’s colonial origin and lack of
support from the community, those trying to reclaim Douglas Creek insisted that the clan
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mothers represent them. However, the federal and provincial governments would only meet with
the band council.86
In short, the land dispute involved a number of political actors, each vying to frame the
occupation end in a way that benefited their interests, while not being willing to cooperate with
each other. Ironically, Haldimand County’s leaders were condemning the disunity they perceived
among Indigenous peoples while disregarding the conflict between themselves (e.g. Trainer and
Ashbaugh) and with the other colonial (e.g. federal and provincial) governments. Rather than
acknowledging that the federal government was just as responsible as the Six Nations for the
slow progress of the negotiation, the Mayor and her supporters fostered the colonial myth that
Indigenous peoples were an uncivilized and unorganized people who lacked competent
governance. Haldimand officials claimed that if the Haudenosaunee abandoned their traditional
leaders and had one leader who could speak on behalf of the entire community, then progress
could be made. But as long as the community continued to hold onto primitive forms of
governance, then no progress could be made.87
A good example of these insulting messages can be found in the Mayor’s description of
the Indigenous protesters. On April 25, 2006, three days after the Council of Haldimand County
released their statement calling for patience and friendship between the two groups, Mayor
Trainer claimed that the people of Caledonia were suffering far worse than the Six Nations
because, unlike Indigenous peoples, “residents of the town had to work for a living and don’t
have money coming in automatically every month.”88 This message caused an uproar across the
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country and Indigenous leaders demanded that Trainer recant her statements and apologize. The
Mayor dismissed these requests and responded by saying Indigenous peoples needed to know
how the taxpayers of Haldimand County felt about the occupation.89 She further claimed that all
Canadians agreed with her opinion. The Mayor made no remarks about the numerous settlers and
non-Indigenous organizations, such as the Community Friends for Peace and Understanding with
Six Nations, who were working as allies with the Indigenous protesters during the dispute.90
In reaction to Mayor Trainer’s comments, the members of council turned against her. On
April 25th, 2006, the council passed two resolutions to punish the Mayor. First, the council
officially distanced itself and the corporation from the Mayor. The resolution stated that
Trainer’s remarks did not represent the views of the corporation and were not in the best interest
of the municipality. The second resolution stripped the Mayor of her power to speak on behalf of
the council. Councillors also voted to replace Trainer with Deputy Mayor Tom Patterson who
they appointed as the official spokesperson for Haldimand County in all matters, especially with
respect to the Douglas Creek Estates occupation.91 Mayor Trainer was the only member of
council to vote against both resolutions and only after being censured did Trainer apologize for
any offence she may have caused.92
The final way Haldimand County’s discourse became increasingly hostile towards the
Six Nations was in its description of protesters as violent. Initially, it seemed the Mayor was
placated after her public chastisement, but on June 2, 2006, about a month after she was stripped
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of her powers, Trainer once again made national headlines when she accused the protesters of
violence without any proof. Between April and June, the negotiating parties stated that a solution
to the Caledonia land dispute was increasingly believed to be on the horizon because dialogue
was productive. As a sign of goodwill, the protesters agreed to remove a physical barrier that was
blocking a major arterial roadway.93 Hours after the road was opened to traffic, chaos erupted
when a hydropower station was vandalized, casting ten thousand people from both Haldimand
County and the Six Nations reserve into darkness for days. When the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP) investigated the crime scene to determine the guilty party, the results were inconclusive.94
The OPP’s conclusion did not prevent Mayor Trainer from accusing the Six Nations
protestors of causing the blackout and demanding they be brought to justice. Trainer also said
that if the police did not remove the occupiers, then the military would need to be called in to
eliminate them.95 In a Trumpian manner, the Mayor demanded that a wall be erected to separate
the Haudenosaunee from the Caledonians and cameras be installed to watch the Six Nations’
movements. To justify her demands, Trainer accused the Six Nations of being a violent people
and claimed Canadians were peaceful victims. 96 Once again, the leaders of the Six Nations were
deeply offended by the Mayor’s remarks and requested Trainer either produce proof of her
accusations or apologize. The Mayor refused and said that she had anecdotal evidence from a
reliable source who overheard two members of the protesters boasting about how they had
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caused the blackout. The leaders of the Six Nations were unconvinced by the Mayor’s
evidence.97
Municipal Demands for Action – May to December 2006
After May 2006, all illusions of municipal civility towards the Six Nations, the Ontario
Provincial Police, and the federal government ended, and the council turned outright antagonistic
towards those they saw as a threat to Haldimand County. In the Spring of 2006, The Mayor and
her colleagues realized that making derogatory comments about the Six Nations did not alleviate
the troubles their constituents were experiencing.98 Local politicians from this point forward
moved away from making hostile comments to placing increased demands on the other parties
involved in the negotiation, including the federal government, the Ontario Provincial Police, and
the protesters from the Six Nations.99
Throughout May 2006, Haldimand County became increasingly hostile towards the
federal government. The first action Haldimand County undertook against the federal
government was to demand compensation for the community. A perpetual theme in the
comments made by Haldimand’s elected officials was their concern for the community’s
economy.100 Nearly every time a local government politician would talk about the occupation,
they would mention how the residents of Haldimand were being fiscally impacted. Ubiquitous
worries across the County included fear of housing prices plummeting, businesses closing, and
salaries decreasing.101
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Originally, Haldimand County was confident Prime Minister Stephen Harper and his
government would ensure the effects of the occupation would be mitigated. However, elected
officials quickly grew frustrated at the federal government’s refusal to participate in negotiations
with the traditional leaders of the Haudenosaunee. The majority of the elected officials’ vitriol
was reserved for the Indigenous protesters, but this did not prevent the County from demanding
financial aid from the parties who had the most access to tax dollars. When the federal
government refused to help Haldimand, the County in June began pressing the provincial
government for help.102
On May 29, 2006, the municipal corporation successfully lobbied the provincial
government for five-hundred thousand dollars in grant money to support the community’s
economic recovery plan.103 The County spent fifty thousand dollars on helping the struggling
businesses in Caledonia and another fifty thousand to develop an Advertising and Media Plan for
Business Recovery.104 The County also secured the services of two public relations firms,
Briarhill Group and Cohn and Wolfe, to help it with external relations communications.105 The
County hoped these companies could help it control the narrative surrounding the Grand River
land dispute. Media sources from the Six Nations, like the Two Row Times and Turtle Island
News, were portraying the County as hostile towards the protesters, so Haldimand’s
communication strategy was to dismiss their claims as being the work of anti-Canadian activists.
To combat the propaganda, the County sought to propagate information that represented their

102. Wingard, “Your Home on Native Land?” 426.
103. News Release from Haldimand County Council, May 26, 2006.
104. Minutes of Haldimand County Council, May 29, 2006, 14.
105. Minutes of Haldimand County Council, May 29, 2006, 13.

43
perspective by creating a website to provide accurate information and to actively dismiss Six
Nations media reports as false.106
Another action the County took against the federal government was to encourage citizens
to lobby their national representatives. After June 2006, Council paid the local newspaper, The
Grand River Sachem to include a statement informing readers to direct all concerns regarding the
occupation of Douglas Creek Estates to the federal government. In the statement, the County
included the contact information for the federal government as well as Toby Barrett,
Haldimand’s member of provincial parliament. When a group of residents met with the Mayor
and councillors to complain about waste collection around Douglas Creek Estates, the elected
officials directed the concerned citizens to the office where federal and provincial representatives
were meeting to discuss negotiation strategies.107
While Haldimand County became increasingly aggressive towards the federal
government during this period, it also adopted a similar position towards the Ontario Provincial
Police. The role of the Ontario Provincial Police in the Caledonia land dispute has been the focus
of much research and two monographs have been written on the topic. While both Christie
Blatchford’s Helpless: Caledonia’s Nightmare of Fear and Anarchy, and How the Law Failed
All of Us108 and Gary McHale’s Victory in the No-Go Zone109 are two helpful resources for
understanding how settlers viewed the police, neither author deals with the relationship between
the police and the municipality in much depth.
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Haldimand County, like many rural local governments, does not operate its own police
department, but instead has a contract with the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) to provide
policing services to the community. While this is an affordable option for communities that
cannot afford to fund their own police force, it has also prevented the municipality from having
much influence over the police.110 Haldimand County’s displeasure with the way the OPP
managed the crisis was a pervasive concern among municipal leaders. The police’s approach to
the Caledonia land dispute was criticized by Haldimand leaders for creating a two-tier policing
system. Municipal leaders were convinced Caledonia residents were subject to a greater level of
scrutiny from police compared to the scrutiny given to the Indigenous peoples. The Mayor and
Council went further than their constituents and not only demanded the end of what they
perceived as race-based policing, but also advocated strongly for the use of police force to end
the occupation.111 Councillor Lorne Boyko called on the police to forcibly impose Justice David
Marshall’s injunction on the protesters which, months earlier, members of the Six Nations
publicly burned as a declaration of their sovereignty.112 Over the course of the land dispute, the
Henco Brothers received two court injunctions from superior court justice David Marshall. The
first court injunction was made on March 9 and ordered protesters to immediately vacate the
occupied zones. The second court order came on August 8, when Marshall ordered police to
arrest all protesters. The police would enforce neither of the Justice’s demands.113
As a result of the OPP’s decisions, the Council decided to terminate its contract with the
OPP. In the June 30th, 2006 edition of the Grand River Sachem, Councillor Buck Sloat outlined
the municipality's positions against the police. The councillor called for the resignation and
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punishment of Boniface for not obeying the local government during the occupation.114 In
addition, the municipal government directed the County solicitor to review its contract with the
OPP to determine if a break in protocol had occurred, which in turn would allow it to terminate
the contract. If the County was able to terminate its contract with the OPP, it could then form a
local police militia to end the occupation immediately by force.115
Violence in Caledonia would reach its pinnacle in June 2006 when residents of
Haldimand County and members of the Six Nations would be cast into chaos. Over the course of
thirty days, one side of the dispute would propagate violence against the other, causing the
victims to retaliate with greater force. At the beginning of the month, protesters from Douglas
Creek Estates marched through downtown Caledonia, causing some residents to hold a rally to
demonstrate their opposition to the occupation.116 A week later, two elderly citizens from the
neighbouring community of Simcoe were physically assaulted and had their vehicle stolen when
they took a photograph of Douglas Creek Estates.117 In solidarity with the elderly couple, threehundred Caledonians invaded the occupied zone. Only after police in full riot gear arrived did the
Caledonians disband.118 A similar event occurred in August when reporters from CHCH News
were attacked while reporting on the Caledonia land dispute. By the end of the month, a full riot
had erupted in Downtown Caledonia in which over three hundred people from both Haldimand
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County and the Six Nations were engaging in an all-out fight for three hours in which rocks were
launched at one another.119
In response to the increased violence, Haldimand County again called for the use of force
to end the anarchy. Haldimand County's final news release called for the federal and provincial
government to end all negotiations with the Haudenosaunee until the Indigenous protesters
submitted to the government’s authority. The ultimatum given to the protesters included: the
requirement for all barricades to be removed; the return of Douglas Creek Estates to Henco
Industries; all blocked roads to be re-opened; and Indigenous protesters moved to a safe distance
as determined by the County.120 While County officials blamed the violence on the Indigenous
peoples, it simultaneously justified the violent actions of the Caledonian counter-protesters by
saying the citizens only acted out violently because they were provoked by the protesters or
overwhelmed with the chaos. In the conclusion of the news release, the Chief Administrative
Officer wrote: “Council is strongly opposed to the escalating lawlessness that has been allowed
to fester to the point of holding Caledonia on a grip of fear, despair, and frustration through no
fault of the community.”121
If the Haudenosaunee did not obey the municipality’s ultimatum, community leaders
threatened military violence. Ken Hewitt, who was the founder and leader of the anti-occupation
group, Caledonia Citizens’ Alliance, and the council-appointed citizen spokesperson for
Caledonia, informed the council on May 24, 2006, that residents wanted military force to be used
against the protesters. When addressing the council of Haldimand County, Hewitt stated: “This
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community wants the military, you have tried the diplomatic approach and can’t come up with a
solution that’s going to work.” At the urging of Hewitt, the council even considered supporting a
citizen militia to protect residents from the Six Nations.122
While the council’s discussion of forming a paramilitary group was largely hyperbolic,
the municipality did increase government surveillance of the Indigenous protesters. In May, the
Mayor directed Public Works staff to erect a wall along the border of the occupied territory and
the Catholic school in Caledonia to separate the two communities. The wall included videocameras which recorded the protesters twenty-four hours a day.123
A New Direction or History repeating itself? The Municipal Reaction after 2006
The majority of the violence associated with the Caledonia land dispute ended in 2006, and after
December of that year the people of Haldimand County and the Six Nations adjusted to a
separate peace. Douglas Creek Estates would continue to be occupied by the Haudenosaunee, but
rather than riots and violence being a weekly occurrence, they occurred only sporadically. Along
with their constituents, Haldimand’s politicians settled into a pattern of blaming the community’s
problems on the Indigenous protesters, then demanding that the federal government fix the
dilemma with financial aid.
This unstable peace would last until 2010 when Haldimand County’s approach to the
Douglas Creek Estates occupation would shift one last time. After nearly a decade as mayor, the
citizens of Haldimand County voted Marie Trainer out of the Mayor’s office and chose Ken
Hewitt to replace her. Three years prior to the removal of Trainer, Helen Miller, a councillor on
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the Six Nations’ elected band council, had responded to the Mayor’s slanderous remarks by
saying: “As for Mayor Trainer, I’ll leave her fate to the voters of Haldimand County.”124 Miller
would receive the justice she was looking for when Trainer was denied by the electorate a third
opportunity to serve as mayor; however, in Trainer's place, the people gave power to a mayor
and council who were even more hostile to the Haudenosaunee’s cause than Trainer. It seems
rather than wanting to punish Trainer for her behaviour, residents of Haldimand thought she was
not radical enough in terms of her anti-occupation strategy.125 By electing Hewitt, the electorate
was choosing a leader who was aggressively pro-development and even more hostile towards the
protesters. Hewitt had campaigned on an anti-protester platform and once in power moved the
County into direct conflict with the Haudenosaunee.126
The new Mayor’s initial act that brought the local government once again into conflict
with the protesters was his directing County employees to remove the barricades that the
Haudenosaunee had set up to protect themselves from public, police, and military aggression. In
2014, Mayor Hewitt and his colleagues voted to mandate Public Works staff to use bulldozers to
remove all barricades on Douglas Creek Estates and re-open a major roadway that the protesters
had been blocking for nearly a decade.127 As a sign of aggression against the protesters, the
council asserted its authority by maintaining only the County had the authority to choose which
roads were to be opened and closed - not the Indigenous peoples. Hewitt also argued the removal
of the barricades had symbolic value since the barricades represented how Caledonia was being
held hostage by the occupation and preventing them from growing. The Mayor remarked:
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“Symbolically, you can’t build up a community when there are barriers.”128 Ava Hill, the chief of
the elected band council of the Six Nations, pleaded with the municipal council to reconsider its
decision since the forced removal of the barricades would be seen as a sign of aggression, not
progress. Hill’s concerns went unheeded by the Mayor as council directed Public Works staff to
remove the barricades as mandated.129
History would repeat itself in 2016 when Hewitt launched his most aggressive plan to
encourage settlement and development in Haldimand County. The municipal council approved
Empire Communities’ plan to inaugurate Avalon, a new residential area that would house over
3,500 units on 500 acres of land inside the town of Caledonia. Council refused to cooperate with
the traditional chiefs and clan mothers of the Haudenosaunee but invited the traditional
government’s political rival, the band council, into discussions. Archaeologists from the Six
Nations and the Mississaugas of the New Credit Reserve were invited to study the land, and the
County invested money into rehabilitating the streams and ponds that would surround Avalon.130
The Six Nations’ traditional government once again informed the County of its claim to
six miles along both sides of the Grand River and threatened the Province of Ontario with further
reclamation action if the Liberal Government did not stop the Empire Communities’
development. Developers and politicians responded to the hereditary chiefs’ claims with a court
injunction barring any representative of the traditional government from accessing the planned
residential area. Hewitt said all concerns of the democratically chosen leaders of the Six Nations
had been taken care of and any further concerns from the Indigenous community should be
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directed towards the federal government. Hewitt remarked: “In my opinion, the best place to
resolve a disagreement that rests with the federal government is in the boardroom, to do that on
the streets is not the place to do it.”131
Iroquois scholar Theresa McCarthy has rightly argued that the Grand River land dispute
did not end in 2016, but is ongoing. However, tensions between the leaders of the Six Nations
and the municipal government have transitioned into a state of calm. In the past four years, all
municipal and protester action has virtually ceased with only the rare occasion of a short-term
blockade arising or a counter-protest being held.132 The occupation largely came to an end when
the provincial government bought and took control of Douglas Creek Estates resulting in neither
the protesters nor Haldimand County officials receiving what they desired. A compromise was
reached in which no development was permitted to occur on the property, but the land would be
operated by the provincial government in perpetuity.133
Conclusion
From 2005 to 2016, Haldimand County’s reaction to the occupation of Douglas Creek Estates by
Indigenous protesters gradually became more aggressive towards the activists, the Canadian
Governments, and fellow councillors. Prior to 2006, municipal leaders rarely interacted with the
Six Nations elected government, and the two governments only communicated when Canadian
law required Indigenous peoples to be consulted. Before the Caledonia land dispute became a
paramount issue for the County’s council, elected officials were preoccupied with external and
internal pressures to increase the size of Haldimand County. When the protestors first took
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control of Douglas Creek Estates, municipal politicians emphasised the historic friendship
between Indigenous peoples and settlers. Yet while politicians were calling for peace with the
Six Nations, the Councillors and Mayor disagreed over who should take a leadership role in
resolving the occupation. When negotiations between the Canadian governments and the Six
Nations government were prolonged, the Mayor used anti-protester language to criticize
Indigenous peoples and the members of council began lobbying the provincial government for
financial aid. After 2010, Ken Hewitt was elected mayor and he aggressively ended the
occupation by removing the blockades and approving large developments in areas near Douglas
Creek Estates.
Negotiation between the stakeholders in the Caledonia land dispute would go on for over
a decade with no resolution ever reached. Henco Industries’ title to Douglas Creek Estates would
eventually be purchased by the provincial government near the end of 2006 and the protesters
would continue to occupy the land indefinitely. Ultimately, the Caledonia land dispute would
end when the only house ever built on the property burned to the ground and the provincial
government intervened to purchase the property.134 The flames of the model home on Douglas
Creek Estates serves as a powerful symbol of how Haldimand County’s relationship with the Six
Nations of the Grand River disintegrated during the Caledonia land dispute.
While chronicling how Haldimand County reacted to the Caledonia land dispute is
important, the history must also be explained using theory. The next chapter applies the insights
of settler-colonial theory and contested colonialism to analyze why Haldimand County’s leaders
acted the way they did.
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CHAPTER FOUR
_______________________________
Applying Northern Lessons to Southern Problems
Introduction
In this chapter, I analyze why municipal leaders behaved the way they did during the Caledonia
land dispute. My analysis draws upon the theory of settler colonialism and Jerald Sabin’s
concept of contested colonialism, both of which were developed to explain settler-Indigenous
interactions in a wide range of countries and contexts. While settler colonialism is helpful for
broadly contextualizing the response of municipal leaders, contested colonialism is also needed.
Contested colonialism provides a more nuanced and fine-grained way of making sense of how
the Mayor and Council initially supported the Canadian colonial order, but gradually shifted
towards opposing certain elements of the imperial system, of which the municipality is a
member.135
While settler colonialism is useful for interpreting Haldimand’s initial reaction to the land
dispute, contested colonialism provides a more valuable framework for understanding why
municipal politicians increasingly turned hostile towards the demonstrators and the Canadian
governments after May 2006. The components of contested colonialism I am drawing from are
society of control, Western moral hegemony, and the pyramid of petty tyranny. A society of
control refers to the idea that when Indigenous peoples and settlers reside next to each other,
conflict is inevitable. The reason settlers struggle to live beside Indigenous peoples is because
the original inhabitants of the continent are a perpetual reminder that the imperial system is an
unstable and colonial privilege that can be disrupted by the renegade native population.136
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Western moral hegemony refers to how Canadians perceive themselves to be morally superior to
Americans and Indigenous peoples. Canadians believe American history is unethical because it
is defined by the annihilation of American tribes whereas Canada’s own history supposedly
involves the country magnanimously inviting First Nations into the colonial order. Similarly,
Canadians believe Indigenous civilization is inferior because the West’s Christian heritage
embeds a sense of moral superiority into Western governments.137 Lastly, the pyramid of petty
tyranny is a theory that holds that settlers lash out against governments which are perceived as
giving benefits to Indigenous nations which the non-Indigenous population does not enjoy.138
Settler Colonialism: The Peacemaker Myth
From February to May 2006, local government politicians’ actions can be explained using settler
colonial theory. In Canada, settler colonialism refers to how the Indigenous peoples of the
continent have been displaced by mostly European settlers. The process of removing the original
inhabitants not only involves eliminating or relegating the majority of the Indigenous population
to non-settler spaces, but also replacing native spaces and institutions with settler ones.139
Paramount elements of settler colonialism in Canada include the peacemaker myth and othering.
The peacemaker myth maintains that Canada was built through diplomacy with First Nations
rather than systematic violence, and that Crown-Indigenous relations were historically
collaborative.140
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Settler-colonial theory provides a number of paradigms to explain the actions of the
Mayor of Haldimand County and her colleagues from February to May 2006. The peacemaker
myth elucidates why, when demonstrators first took control of Douglas Creek Estates, municipal
officials propagated an ahistorical friendship between the Six Nations and the squatters along the
Grand River. Such a stance is consistent with the idea that contemporary relationships between
the two communities were purportedly crafted through friendly diplomacy rather than by settler
systematic violence towards Indigenous peoples and their lands.
Right from the onset of the Caledonia land dispute, municipal leaders stated they could
not understand why members of the Six Nations were causing such a disruption to the
community. As Trainer was providing her initial reaction to the situation to the media, she
bemoaned how she could not understand why the protesters from the Six Nations were causing
so much disruption when they are “our friend and neighbours.”141 Correspondingly, every
official statement from the municipal corporation condemning the occupation included
statements like: “Haldimand County has a long, positive history of living side-by-side with our
neighbours in the Six Nations community and it is important that everyone recognizes that and
work to ensure we maintain a positive relationship.”142 The language of friendship was used to
baptize every negative pronouncement that municipal leaders lodged against the Six Nations.
According to settler-colonial theory, an essential element of Canadian identity is the belief in
contemporary Canadians and their ancestors as being inherently peaceful people and that their
history reflects this characterization.143 Mayor Trainer and other local government officials
believed in a mythologized history in which European settlers and Indigenous peoples were on
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collegial terms since contact. Municipal politicians thought that their ancestors had generously
welcomed Joseph Brant and his compatriots into Canada as refugees of American tyranny.
Furthermore, they believed that the land at the centre of the Caledonia land dispute had been
lawfully purchased from the Six Nations through diplomacy and treaty-making.144
The myth of Canadian peace is pointedly demonstrated by a public timeline the Council
of Haldimand County mandated the Chief Administrative Officer to produce. The timeline
served as the County’s official recounting of the conflict and started on February 28 when the
protesters first took control of the property. The timeline started with the occupation as
municipal leaders assumed the violence between the two groups to be a recent occurrence.145 In
reality, however, this timeline ignores and attempts to obliterate the long history of British and
Canadian brutal imperialism towards Indigenous lands and communities; it ignores how colonial
settlers and their governments systematically removed the Six Nations from their own territory.
Despite Trainer’s claim that Haldimand County had always been a good neighbour to the Six
Nations, the reality is that over the centuries, the land promised to the Six Nations was taken
from them without their consent and the County did nothing to stop that theft from occurring.
The Canadian government permitted settlers to squat along the Grand River, and the
compensation promised to the Six Nations for the squatters’ land was squandered on Canadian
imperial projects.146
The idea of the First Nations repaying settlers' friendship with violence is apocryphal.
While it is true that the relationship between Caledonians and Six Nations in recent times has
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been largely collegial, that relationship has always been on settlers’ terms. Haldimand County’s
government and residents were happy to do business and work with the Six Nations as long as
their First Nations neighbours did not challenge the colonial order. As soon as Indigenous
peoples challenged that order, municipal leaders claimed that the native population was hurting
the friendship.147
The myth of Canadian peace also fails to take into consideration the way Canadian
governments have systemically attempted to eradicate the Six Nations culture. Marie Trainer
claimed she had a strong relationship with the Chief of the elected band council, but she failed to
acknowledge the imposition of the band council system on the Six Nations after the Canadian
government invaded their land and forcibly removed the traditional chiefs from power. The
Council of Haldimand County also did not acknowledge the connection between Six Nations
hostility and the Canadian state’s previous efforts to forcibly assimilate Six Nations children into
Canadian society through institutions like the Mohawk Institute. Based on literature and data
gathered on municipal responses to the conflict, these kinds of considerations were ignored in
favour of a false myth of peaceful co-existence and diplomacy between settler and Indigenous
communities in the region.148
Settler Colonialism: Othering the Six Nations
In addition to the peacemaker myth, the settler colonial concept of “othering” is also useful for
explaining the response of municipal leaders during the early months of the dispute. Othering is a
tool used by imperial powers to justify their control of native populations. The process of
othering involves Westerners constructing non-white populations as inferior by applying
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negative attributes to them.149 In particular, othering is helpful for making sense of municipal
leaders’ claims that the Six Nations were too divided to negotiate a solution to the land dispute,
and for analyzing Trainer’s change in messaging from portraying the Six Nations as peaceful
neighbours to malicious enemies bent on the destruction of Caledonia. Othering is a tool used by
imperialists to vindicate why settlers are entitled to land and why Indigenous peoples are not.
Most othering rhetoric is built around the idea that settlers are blameless for occupying
Indigenous land because Indigenous communities are inherently uncivilized and are unfit for
sovereignty.150
Municipal officials claimed they could not negotiate with the demonstrators because of
two inherent flaws that Canadians applied to Indigenous peoples. The first was that the Six
Nations were inherently divided and unable to govern themselves.151 As discussed in chapter 3,
Trainer and her federal and provincial counterparts abruptly ended negotiations because both the
Band Council and the Hereditary Chiefs claimed to have exclusive authority to speak for the
nation. The Mayor and Council maintained that discussions with the protesters were pointless
because if the Iroquois could not even govern themselves with one government, how would they
ever be able to speak with one voice to find a compromise over the disputed territory? Trainer
also claimed that the vast majority of Six Nations residents did not support their own leaders’
occupation of Douglas Creek Estates.152
What Trainer and other Canadian officials failed to understand is that Canadian political
institutions are just as divided as Haudenosaunee ones. For instance, the federal and provincial
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government prolonged the land dispute by claiming the other order of government had
jurisdiction over the situation. Likewise, many Canadians, such as faculty members from
McMaster University and the Caledonia-based Community Friends for Peace and Understanding
with Six Nations, supported the reclamation. Even the Mayor and Councillors of Haldimand
County were divided in terms of the best way of resolving the land dispute. Furthermore, the
Haudenosaunee’s apparent disunity primarily stems from the colonial imposed Band Council
system, not an intrinsic weakness in the Haudenosaunee's political thought.153 So while
Haldimand County did have one council which spoke for them, the people who lived in the
community in no way shared a common view on the Caledonia situation.
Othering is also useful for making sense of the change in tone by Mayor Trainer towards
the Six Nations. When tensions rose over the first days of the Caledonia land dispute, the Mayor
asserted Caledonia residents were suffering far worse than members of the Six Nations because
the Haudenosaunee were all on government-sponsored welfare. The Mayor’s words are
indicative of colonial stereotypes that portray Indigenous peoples as indolent and unintelligent.
The Mayor made these claims in part because she saw the protesters’ mission as having no
validity. The reclamation was not a righteous cause to find land for the Six Nations to prosper,
but stemming from the Haudenosaunee being an indigent population who, because they did not
work, had nothing better to do than occupy Canadian land.154 By othering the Six Nations, the
municipal council could disregard any ways they were compliant in systematically oppressing
the Indigenous peoples, since rather than Canadians being responsible for the Six Nations’
plight, it was the Indigenous peoples who were inherently defective who caused the problem.
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Contested Colonialism: Society of Control
While much of Haldimand County’s initial reaction to the Caledonia crisis can be
interpreted using the tools of settler colonialism, the reasons why the municipality became
progressively opposed to the Canadian government is better explained by contested colonialism.
The idea of a society of control is useful for understanding why Haldimand County demanded
military force to be used against the protesters.
In May of 2006, four months since the beginning of the reclamation of Indigenous lands,
Trainer and Hewitt rejected the provincial government’s approach to the land dispute.
Haldimand’s elites demanded the Ontario Provincial Police use more aggressive tools to re-open
the roads and allow the land developer to build Douglas Creek Estates. When the provincial
government refused, Haldimand’s Council directed public servants to study the possibility of
forming a municipal police force and Ken Hewitt called for the federal military to be called in to
end the dispute using any means necessary.155
Haldimand County’s residents and leaders challenged the federal and provincial
governments’ approach to the conflict because they were afraid of Six Nations and what they
might do to disrupt their lives and livelihoods. Within societies of control, like Canada’s, settlers
live in subconscious perpetual anxiety of the colonial order falling apart. The terror of collapse is
most evident in places like Haldimand County where a large Indigenous population is situated
right outside the border of the community. According to colonial scholars Albert Memmi and
Frantz Fanon, large Indigenous communities are stressors for colonial regimes because they are a
constant reminder that settlers are residing on lands that were stolen and the imperial system
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from which settlers derive their power could be disrupted. The society of control caused
Haldimand County’s leaders to demand violence against the Six Nations because they saw the
actions of the protesters as a threat to the colonial order which served as a buffer between
colonial society and existential crisis.156
Contested Colonialism: Western Moral Worldview
Another reason Haldimand County’s leadership challenged the Six Nations, the provincial
government, the Ontario Provincial Police, and the federal government was their Western moral
hegemony. Western moral worldview can be understood as the tendency of people living in the
Western world to believe their economic and political institutions and culture to be superior to
that of non-Western peoples. A constant refrain in the rhetoric used by the Mayor and
Councillors was that the rule of law was not being honoured by the police and protestors. Marie
Trainer summarized this belief when she decried the occupation by saying “It’s illegal. It shows
the two rules of law.”157 Haldimand’s elites, as well as authors like Blatchford and McHale,
argued the Caledonia land dispute revealed that Canada operated with a two-tier policing system
– one set of stringent rules non-aboriginal peoples had to obey and another of leniency in which
Indigenous peoples were free to disobey court orders. Yet what Trainer and her Councillors
likely never considered asking was whether Canadian law should apply to Indigenous nations
who have their own legal traditions.158
The reason Haldimand County leaders would never have considered the binding nature of
the non-European legal system is because of the West’s belief in its moral superiority. According
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to this hegemonic worldview, Canada’s laws are seen as the only legitimate legal system while
Indigenous judicial doctrines are considered primitive. The root of Haldimand County’s claim of
a monopoly on legality and morality stems from the West’s Christian heritage. Even though
Canada may be a largely non-religious and secular state, the country’s Christian past continues to
shape its worldview. Christianity is a theological tradition which claims to have a monopoly on
truth and access to God through the atonement of Jesus Christ. As part of Christian exclusivism
is an evangelical zeal to send missionaries to convert pagans. While Haldimand County may not
have been trying to convert the Six Nations to Christianity, they were trying to force them into
the Canadian legal system. Just as Indigenous spirituality stood in the way of the Jesuits’ mission
to convert the world, so too does the Six Nation’s legal system stand in the way of Canada’s
imperial hegemony.159
Contested Colonialism: Pyramid of Petty Tyranny
A final theme of the discourse used by Mayor Trainer and her colleagues is that of Caledonia
being colonized by the federal and provincial government. In many ways, this kind of discourse
is similar to what Jerald Sabin observed in his analysis of how Canadian settlers in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories complained about being subject to unilateral decrees made by the
Canadian government. To challenge those decrees, territorial officials used the language of being
colonized to encourage residents to lobby federal government officials for increased autonomy.
Just as Canadian settlers to the North contested the colonial order through this kind of discourse,
Haldimand County’s residents and leaders likewise used similar language of subjection to
criticize the imperial order of Ottawa and Toronto for unjustly interfering in the direct affairs of
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Haldimand County. After May 2010, when Kew Hewitt became mayor of Haldimand County,
the County’s discourse shifted towards being highly critical of the provincial government’s
response to the land dispute. The local government demanded the federal and provincial
governments provide compensation for residents suffering as a result of the land dispute, and
municipal leaders used the language of subjects of an imperial government in Ottawa and
Toronto to portray themselves as colonial subjects.160 A comment by Councillor Boyko
accurately captures the feelings of Haldimand County being colonized: “until we get some
direction from our master, the provincial government, our priority must be to continue to be
responsible and responsive to our resident needs (Emphasis added).”161
Regardless of how ironic it may seem for settlers with their privileged place in the
Canadian federation to claim to be colonized by senior levels of government and the Six Nations,
the pyramid of petty tyranny elucidates why local politicians felt this way. According to the
theory developed by Albert Memmi, Haldimand County was fine with being a creature of the
province and accepting the lead of senior governments as long as they were permitted to oppress
those lower on the pyramid, in this case, the Six Nations. However, once it became evident that
Caledonia residents were being arrested for crimes that Indigenous protesters were free to
commit, Haldimand’s elites feared losing their status within the pyramid of power.162
Conclusion
This chapter used settler-colonial theory to explain why Haldimand County often acted in a way
that was consistent with other Canadian government responses to the Caledonia land dispute. In
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addition, the chapter adopted contested colonialism to explain why Haldimand County’s
response sometimes diverged from the other governments’ responses. From the discourse on
settler-colonialism, I have applied two major concepts: the peacemaker myth and othering. The
peacemaker myth argues Haldimand county uses the language of historical friendship to explain
away the generations of systematic violence that defines Crown-Indigenous relations in Canada.
Othering was similarly used by the local government to depict the Six Nations as an inferior and
divisive people who could not be trusted to compromise on the land dispute.
The other concept that the chapter drew upon is contested colonialism which explains
why municipal politicians increasingly turned hostile towards the demonstrators and the
Canadian and provincial governments after May 2006. The parts of contested colonialism I used
were the ideas of a society of control, Western moral hegemony, and the pyramid of petty
tyranny. A society of control refers to how conflict was unavoidable because Haldimand County
and the Six Nations shared a common space. Western moral hegemony refers to how Haldimand
County’s leaders and residents believed their concept of law and order to be superior to nonEuropean ones. Finally, the pyramid of petty tyranny holds that Haldimand County challenged
the federal and provincial governments because they perceived them as giving benefits to
Indigenous nations which the non-Indigenous population did not receive.
In the next chapter, I summarize the main finding of this study, identify how this study
has contributed to the field of political science, acknowledge the project’s weaknesses, and
briefly mention how different models of Indigenous-municipal intergovernmental collaboration
could have improved the relationship between the Six Nations and Haldimand County.
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CHAPTER FIVE
_______________________________
Lessons Learned from Caledonia
Introduction
This project found that the leaders of Haldimand County gradually became more aggressive
towards their Indigenous neighbours and the other orders of Canadian government over the
course of the Caledonia land dispute. When the land dispute first erupted, Mayor Trainer initially
used the language of friendship to stress the need for Caledonia residents to be patient as they
waited for the conflict to subside. However, once acts of violence by protesters and counterprotesters increased, the Mayor’s language of friendship moved towards violent rhetoric against
the Six Nations. As the conflict developed, the Mayor and Council shifted their wrath from the
Six Nations protesters towards the other Canadian governments and the OPP. Municipal
politicians demanded financial aid and increased autonomy over local police forces. Near the end
of the occupation, a new mayor was elected who took an even more aggressive approach than his
predecessor by forcibly removing blockades and approving more housing development in the
community.
This project applied the insights of settler-colonialism and contested colonialism to
explain why the local government responded in the ways it did to the occupation of Douglas
Creek Estates. The ideas of the Peacemaker myth and othering, both drawn from settler-colonial
discourse, explain why Haldimand County initially acted similar to how other Canadian
governments have acted in other disputes. The concepts of society of control, Western moral
hegemony, and the pyramid of petty tyranny – adopted from contested colonialism – were added
to help explain why Haldimand officials eventually challenged the colonial order.
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Contributions and Weakness of this Project
The paramount contribution of this project to the literature on land disputes with Indigenous
peoples in Canada is its focus on the role of the municipality. Surprisingly, very little has been
written on how municipalities react to these kinds of land disputes. In the limited academic
literature that briefly touches on municipal leaders’ responses, it is often assumed that local
governments behave similarly to their federal and provincial counterparts. However, this project
suggests that this assumption is incorrect. Haldimand County politicians and residents often
made decisions which not only were different from the federal and provincial government, but at
times were even in direct opposition to them.
Despite the strengths of this project, there are some areas for improvement. While the
primary sources used to narrate this story provided a sufficient picture of what occurred from
2005 to 2016 in Caledonia, their perspective is naturally limited. There is little doubt, for
instance, that the sources from the Grand River Sachem were biased towards the Caledonia
residents who purchased the paper. Ideally, future studies will go beyond settler sources to
include more robust analysis of primary sources published by the Six Nations. For instance, this
project only included one reference to the local Six Nations newspaper, the Two-Row Times.
Another potential weakness of this project is the lack of interviews with participants in
the dispute. While doing so was not possible in the context of this major research paper, future
research might further test my results by interviewing people like Marie Trainer and Ken Hewitt,
who could explain why they made the decisions they did, rather than having to draw inferences
based on theory, secondary sources, press releases, and meeting minutes.
Different Models for Improving the Relationship in Future Conflicts
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There is little doubt that Haldimand County’s reaction to the Caledonia land dispute was not
ideal, and the case study provides more examples of how not to react, rather than lessons of how
a municipality should react. DeVries argues in her book that the land dispute would have
transpired better had Haldimand County immediately supported the protesters once the
occupation began. Such a recommendation is jejune, since there is no reason to believe a
government would ever back a movement which threatened the economic wellbeing of its own
residents.163 However, best practises can still be gleaned from the past as other municipalities
have had more fruitful relations with First Nations during land disputes.
The Red Hill Valley Parkway project is an example of how a municipality should engage
with First Nations during land disputes. During the construction of the Red Hill Valley Parkway,
groups of activists protested Hamilton’s lack of consultation with Indigenous peoples. Rather
than disregard the activists’ concerns, the municipal officials invited Indigenous stakeholders to
engage in a full consultation process that was quite different from the one used by Haldimand
County. Once the consultation process began, the City dedicated itself to the treaty and the
constitutional rights of Indigenous peoples were protected. The City invited the elected and
traditional leaders of the Six Nations, and planners employed by the reserve, to review the
Archeological Management Plan to ensure the First Nations’ traditional lands were honoured.
The city agreed to form a Joint Stewardship Committee with both settler and First Nations
members to ensure the environment the highway was built on was respected. The City also made
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sure to contact diverse groups of Indigenous peoples such as the Mississauga of the Credit First
Nation.164
Had Haldimand County adopted this model of consultation, then perhaps the Caledonia land
dispute could have been avoided. While the municipal government did direct staff to consult
with the elected officials of the Six Nations, no attempt at engagement with the traditional
council was ever made. The municipal council treated the duty to consult as merely a barrier the
government had to pass and once they received the approval from the Band Council, no further
discussion was had with the Six Nations. Haldimand should have invited not only the Band
Council to comment on the proposed development plan, but also the traditional chiefs. Had the
consultation process been less rushed, Haldimand County could have formed a similar
Archeological Management Committee with various stakeholders to ensure the Indigenous
peoples had a say in what kind of development occurred on their traditional lands. Potentially,
Haldimand County could have partnered with both the elected and traditional chiefs to form a
joint committee which would oversee the Douglas Creek Estate development. The committee
could have included representatives from each constituency group. The committee’s mandate
could include not only ensuring the development occurred, but also that the environment was
protected, Indigenous archaeological artifacts were honoured, and members of the Six Nations
would have access to some of the housing units.
Finally, municipal politicians and planning staff must dedicate themselves to gaining a
deeper understanding of the history of the land they reside on. Ideally, had Marie Trainer known
the history of violence between the Crown and Six Nations, the treaties which were signed, and
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the Aboriginal rights enshrined in the constitution, then perhaps many of her unfortunate
remarks, which depleted any goodwill that the traditional and elected chiefs had for Haldimand’s
leaders, would have not been made. Had the Mayor’s language remained civil, then hopefully
both residents and protesters would have copied the Mayor’s respectful tone.
Conclusion
This project is a first attempt to analyze Indigenous land disputes from a municipal perspective.
Because the clash between Indigenous peoples and settlers in Canada seems like an eternal
problem, some may wonder why another study of Canada’s colonial heritage is needed. Susan
Hill – a Six Nations scholar – responds to such questions with her own question stating:
“So, as the Governments of Canada and the Haudenosaunee Grand Council continue down this
river, what exist in their shared history to use as a base for reconstructing healthy relationship
between the Haudenosaunee and the Crown? Where might this river lead us if we travel it
together in peace and friendship? What will our shared forever look like?”165
While all scholarship is designed to impact society, it is prudent to not be overly confident in
one’s own ability to influence history. Nevertheless, perhaps by understanding Haldimand
County’s actions, local governments can play a role in steering Canada down the river of history
in a direction where peace and friendship can exist between the First Nations and settlers.
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